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The Ghost Is Not Yet Laid
Remarb have been made :recently, a1ao In print, stating In effect
that the verioue theorlea concernfn& the 1eve1e reached by man's aJmfanllb encestor In his progress toward the status of Homo npleu bad been
diacarded. Certain clevelopmen.ts In the fleJd of etlmoiogy were auppoaecl to have ellmfnated the auaestlom whJc:h were connected with
the theory of evolution ea lt wea fmpoaed upon hlatory, etbn.oloa, anthropoloa, and several other related field&
But lt now seems that auch :reports were premature. Two very
recent boob have, In fact, refurbished the old theories and presented
them ea the essurecl results of modem acholanhlp. In the flnt of these
two boob, Bailey's Dallv Llf• in Bibi■ Tima, the flnt chapter la headed
"'l'be Unfathomable Pit of Beafnninp," and the author o&en material
on the "Old Stone Age," 1,500,000 to 10,000 B. C., dates which by no
stretch of the imagination can be fitted Into Bible tlmea. The oldest
llkeletom or parts of skeletons of Paleatlne are eaumed to be at leeat
150,000 years old. ''Mia Garrod hes named these people PclleanthTOpUa
Palatlnu. They are similar In skeletal ~ to the Neenclertbal man of
Europe, though there are variations In the dlrectlon of Homo mplffl■.•
The author then proceeds to state that thla earlier cave dweller wea
driven out by some mysterious being wlth human elements in the Old
Stone Age, about 1,000,000 to 10,000 yeara ago. With the Middle Stone
Age came Btlll another variety of being, under the hnding of "Mediterranean," or, more exactly for Paleatlne, the ''Natufian" man. It wea
only after the New Stone Age, 7,000 to 5,000 B. C., that people on the
order of Homo mplena appeared In Palestine, and only In the CopperStone Age, 5,000 to 3,000 B. C., can we connect up evldencea found by
archaeologists wlth the hlatorlcel data supplied by the Bible account.
After reading these paragraphs, with their wild speculations and aubwe wonder just why they were Included In a book
which la evidently Intended for the average lay Bible reader. The last
paragraph of Chapter I characterizes the presentation well: "So from the
darkness and gropinp [I] of our bottomleaa pit we have cllmbed to the
light of day, bringing with us the achievements of the mlJJenuiums.
How few they are, and how slowly on the dial of•time they appeared;
but how Invaluable and fateful neverthelea" (P.11.)
The second recent book which again parades the evolutionlatlc
theory of prehistoric events la McCown'a The Ladder of Pn,,,,._ tn
Pclledine. Chapter II of thla monograph bean the caption "Seventy-five
Thousand Yean Before History Bepn." Its first sentence reads: "Palestine offers the most complete and continuous picture of prehlatorlc human
evolution that la at present avallable In any part of the world." The
author then refen to the Sinanth.T'OJ)UII pei1cinenaw of China, the Pithec:anthTOpUa erectua of Java, and partlcularly to the Neanderthal and Neandertaloid skeletons of Palestine. He states that "the Galilee aku1l dates
back to at leut 40,000, perhaps even to 100,000 yean ago, and actually
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represents en entlrel¥ new apec1a related to the pnu Homo.• (P. 20.)
'!hen follows e Ions aeries of apec:uletlom prefec:ed by the queatkm:
"Wu the Gelllee NeanclerthelerT"
men a true
• After dlac:ualD8 the
Netuften cultwe, the author tam up further queatlcms Jn Chapter DI,
""l'be Search for the Earliest Inbebltenta." Of coune, the "Carmel man"
Is brought Into the dlacualon. Yet the lltetement Is made: ""l'be quatlcm,
then, u to the eerlleat Inhabitant of Palestine Is lltlll In dlapute end mey
not be 1et.tled for Jn811Y yean." (P. '1.) And further on: 1"'l'h,i prebiatorien Is 100,000 years nearer the Pe1eatlnJen Adam then he WRS when
the Jut war ended. From 8,000 B. C. to 75,000 or 100,000, not to mention
500,000 years ego, Is a tremendous leap." We certeinly are incllDed to
agree to tb1s Jut statement. In fact, the leap Is entirely within the
lmeginatJon of such explorer■.
P. E. X.

Food for Thought from Krauth's "Conservative Reformation"
1. On the Unity of the Church
To true unity of the Church, Is required heerty and honest consent
In the fundamental doctrine of the gospel, or, In other words. in the
Articlu of Faith. It may surprise some, that we quality the word doc- •
trine by the word "fundamental"; for that word, In the history of the
Church, hu been 80 bandied about, so miserably perverted, so monopolized for certain ends, so twisted by artifices of Interpretation, u If
a men could 111e it to mean anything he pleued, and might fairly Insist
that its meaning could only be settled by reference to his own mental
:reaervat1on at the time be used it, that at length men have grown afraid
of it, have looked upon its use as a mark of lubricity, and have almost
imagined that it conveyed an idea unknown to our Church In her
purer days.
It is utterly false that Evangelical Lutherans are 1Ucklers for non-

fundementals, that they are intolerant toward those who err in regard
to non-fundamentals; on the contrary, no Church, apart from the fundamentals of the gospel in which her unity and very life are involved,
is 80 mild, so mediating, so thol'Oughly tolerant u our own. Over
against the unity of Rome under a universal Head, the unity of HighChurchlsm under the rule of Bishops, the unities which tum upon like
rites or usages as In themselves nece11Bry, or which build up the mere
subtletles of human speculation Into articles of faith, over against these
the Lutheran Church WRII the first to stand forth, declaring that the
unity of the Church tum■ upon nothing that ls of man. Where the one
pure gospel of Christ Is preached, where the one foundation of doctrine
Is laid, where the "one faith" ls confeaed, and the alone divine Sacraments administered aright, there ls the one Church; this Is her unity.
We protest, therefore, alike against the basis which does not propose
the fundamental doctrine of the gospel as essential to unity, and the
basis, which, profealns to accept the gospel fundamentals coa,as its
■tituent element, is, in any degree whatever, dubious, or evasive, as to
what subjects of gospel-teec:blng are fundamental, or which, pret.endfns to
de&ne them, th1"01.N among ,acm..funclamentala 10hllt the Wonl of Goel
1111d the judgment of Hfa Church have 'fi,zer1 u Article• of Fllith. On
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IUCh a pomt th.re mould be no evukm. Divine Truth la tbe end of
the Churdi; It la alao her mam. She llvea for lt, and abe lives by lL
What the Bvangellcal Lutheran Church reprda u fund■mentu to goapel
c1octnne that la what her exlstmce, her bl■tory, her Confemone declare
or jUlt1y Imply to be her artlcla of faith, thele oupt to be accepted
aa ■uch by all honorable men, who bear her name. (Pp.181-183.)
Z. On tbe Need. of Confession
But It la sometimes u!d, by very good men, u a IIUIDJDIU'Y answer
to the whole IIJllUID9Dt for Confesslom of Faith, that the very words of
Scripture are a better Creed, than any we can 111bstltute for them;
better, not only, u of coune they are, on the 111pposltlon that our words
are Incorrect, but better even lf our words are correct; for our best
words are man'■ words, but It■ words are the words of the Holy Ghost.
But tbla argument, although It looks ■pecloua, la 10phlstlc:al to the core.
The very words of Scripture are not simply a bettff Rule of Faith than
any that can be 111bstltuted for them, but they are the absolute and only
Rule of Faith, for which nothing can be 111bstltuted. But the object of
a Cnircl la not to find out what God teaches, (we go to the Bible for
tb■t) but to show what we believe. Hence the moment I set forth even
the very words of the Bible u m11 Cned, the quesUon la no longer what
does the Holy Ghost mean by those words, but what do I mean by them.
The truth la thot correct 1lUffl471 irzplllnationa of Scripture doctrine
are Scripture doctrine, for they are simply the statement of the aame
truth in different words. These words are not 111 themselves as clear
and u good u the Scripture terms, but as those who use them can absolutely fix the sense of their own phraseology by a direct and lnfalllble
testimony, the human words may more perfectly exclude heresy than
the divine words do. The tenn "Trlnlty," for example, does not, in Itself, u clearly and as well express the doctrine of Scripture u the
terms of the Word of God do; but it correctly and compendiously states
that doctrine, and the trifler who pretend.a to receive the Bible, and yet
rejects its doctrine of the Trinity, cannot pretend that he receives what
the Church means by the word Trinity. While the Apostles lived the
Word was both 11 rule of faith, and in a certain sense, 11 confession of It;
when by direct inspiraUon 11 holy man utters certain words, they are
to him both 11 rule of faith, and a confession of faith-they at once
express both what he la to believe and what he does believe; but when
the Canon was complete, when it■ authors were gone, when the living
teacher was no longer at hand to correct the errorlst who distorted his
word, the Church entered on her nonnal and abiding relaUon to the
Word and the Creed which is involved in these words: the Bible la the
rule of faith, but not the confession of It; the Creed la not the rule of
faith, but is the confession of It. · A Lutheran la a Chrlat1an whose rule
of faith is the Bible, and whose creed la the Augsburg Confeulon.
Our Confession la a human explanation of God'■ Word, but ao far
a■ It correctly explains it, it sets forth God'• Word. "l'be man who regards It u a correct explanation, or u "a l1lmfflRry and just exhibition"
of the doctrines of which it treats, la conaistently a Lutheran. No other
man ii. U any man can define Lutheran conslatency in any better way,
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we ahould be glad to have him do lt; and lf he tbJnb human exp]anatlom are IIOIDetblnir antagonlatlc to acrlptural doctrine, we wish to Im.ow,
lf he be a cieroman or a Sunday School teacher, or a father, why he
aq,ends ao Dllm¥ Sundays In the year In setting forth his "human explanation" to hi■ people or hi■ claa or hi■ cblldren, instead o, teacbtn11
them Hebrew and Greek. If he says that he believes that "human explanation■" of the authorized venkm he read■, and of the sermons he
preaches to hi■ people, or the instruction he l(lves to his puplls or hi■
cblldren, are scriptural, because they qree with Scripture, we uk him
to believe that his church In her faith, that the "human explanation■"
of her Confe■alon (framed In earnest, prayerful study of the Holy Scriptures, and In the promised llsht of the Holy Spirit) are correct and
scriptural, may have u much to justify her u he has In his confidence
In hi■ own sermons, or hi■ own lelllODS. We do not claim that our Confeaon were Infallible. We do not IIBY they could not fall We only
claim that they did not fail.
An qe of darkness Is a creedlea qe; corruption In doctrine works
best when it is unfettered by an explicit statement of that doctrine.
Between the Athanaslan Creed (probably about A. D. 434) and the sixteenth century, there is no new General Creed. Error loves ambiguities.
(Pp. 183-188 and 215.)
3. On Firmness In Confcsslq
Truthful separation is far better than dishonest union, and two
Churches are happier, and more kindly In their mutual relation■, when
their difference■ are frankly confessed, than when they are clouding 10ith
cimbfguUie• cifld double
dlvergencie•.
mecining• the ncd
And even if
two Communions are in downrillb.t conflict, it is better that the battles
ahould be on the aides of clearly marked lines, or well understood issues
- ahould be the struggles of nationalities, under the laws of war rather
than the ■avqe, ill-defined warfare of the border, and of the bush. • • •
It is charged upon the Fonnula of Concord that it repressed the Melcinc:hthonfa.n. tendency In our Church, and substituted the fossilization of
the letter and of the dogma for the freedom of the spirit and of the Word.
This qafn is not true. It is not true that the spirit within our Church
which the Formula encountered was that of genuine freedom. It was
rather the spirit which was making a real bondqe under the pretense•
of llberf¥, a splrit which was tolerant only to vagueneu and laxity, not
to well-defined doctrinal conviction. It was a spirit which softened and
relaxed the Church when she needed her utmost vigor and firmnea.
It was a spirit of false deference to antiquity and human authority over
qafnst the Word. It yielded now to a false philosophizing, now to the
Reformed, now to Rome. It tried to ad.just some of the most vital doctrines to the demands of Rationalimn on the one side, of Romanism on
the other. (P. 328 f.)
C. The Glory of Lutheran 'reac:hlng on the Lord'• Supper
All theology, without exception, has had views of the atonement
which were lower or higher, u lt■ views of the Lord's Supper were low
or high. Ken have talked and written u lf the doctrine of our Church,
on this point, were a stupid blunder, forced upon lt by the self-will and
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o'betlneq ol one man. 'Die tnatb la, that thla doctrine, cleerly :revee1ecl
In the New Teltement, clearly c:omm1r:l by the early Church, lies at
tbe vsy heut of the BvenaeJlcal QStem-Christ la the center of the
Qatem, and In the Supper la the center of Cbrln'e revelation of Blmeelf.
Tbe glory and myatery of the lnc:amatlon
c:omblne
comblne
u
theN
they
nowhere elee. Communion
live,
with Christ la that by wbk:h we
and
the Supper la •t1ae Communion.• Had Luther abandoned thla vital cloctzine, the Evaqellcal Proteetant Church would have abandoned him.
He did not make tbla doctrine-next In lte Immeasurable Importance to
that of juatiflcatlon by faith, with wbk:h It lndlaolubly coheree-the
doctrine made him. Tbe doctrine of the Lord'• Supper le the moat vital
and practlc:al In the whole range of the profoundeet Chrietlan lifethe doctrine which, beyond all othen, condltlone and vitalizes that life,
for In It the character of faith la determined, invlgorated, and purilled
u it le nowhere elae. It le not only a fundamental doctrine, but la
among the moat fundamental of funclamentale.
The Lutheran Church bu euffered more for her adherence to thla
doctrine than from all other cauees, but the doctrine itself repay■ her
for all her euffering. To her it is a very small thing that ehe llhould
be judged of man'• judgment; but there le one judgment ehe will not,
ehe dare not hazard, the juclgment of her Goel, which they at and
drink to themselves who will not dlecem the Lord'• holy body In the
Supper of the Lord.
We do not wieh to be mleundentood 1n what we have eald u to
the mond repugnance to our doctrine of the Supper. We dlstiDgu1sh
between a mere intellectual difticulty and an avenlon of the afrectiom.
How New Testament-like, how Lutheran have sounded the eacramental
hymn■ and devotional breathlnp of men whose theory of the Lord'•
Supper embodied little of ite divine glory. The glow of their heart■
melted the froatwork of their heads. When they treat of eac:ramental
communion, and of the myetical union, they give evldence, that, with
their deep faith in the atonement, there le connected, in spite of the
rationalizing tendency which inheres in their syetem, a hearty aclmowledgment of the supernatural and incomprehensible character of the
Lord's Supper. On the other hancl, the evidence ls overwhelming, that,
u low views of the Lord's Supper prevail, In that proportion the cloctrine of the atonement exhibit■ a rationaJlzlng tendency. We repeat
the proposition, confirmed by the whole hlatory of the Church, that
a moral repugnance to the doctrine that the bor:ly and blood of Chriet
are the medium through which redemption ls 11ppUecl, bu ite root In
a moral repugnance to the doctrine that His precious body and blood
are the medium through which redemption was 101"0Ught. (P. 858 f.)
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